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ISSUES AND PROBLEMS RELATED TO THE EVALUATION OF
TRAINING
Managerial training is viewed

by

the majority of American

industries as a necessary and integral part of the overall organizational drive toward success as reflected mainly

by

growing

profits and the current emphasis on human resource development.
This focus on supervisory and executive training is an outgrowth
created

by

the urgent need to upgrade industrial production to

meet World War II demands.

At that time, training programs were

initiated in many industries to improve the management in charge
and to provide a continuous supply of trained managers (Randall,
1960).

Systematic, ongoing training has been a major activity in

private and public enterprise since that time.

In fact, training

is often seen by industry today as a cure-all for the problems
which can

plague an organization,

i.e.~

"when in

doubt

for a so1u-

tion, institute a training program".
Proof of this commitment to training

by

industry and govern-

ment is the staggering financial cost, both of in-house and
university sponsored training programs.

A survey

by

Campbell and

his associates at the University of Minnesota concludes that
training, in particular, management development training,

11

come to represent one of the major investments of financial

has

2
resources made by organizations,"
Weick, 1970, p. 4).

(Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, &

Mindak and Anderson (1971) concluded that in-

dustry spent over $15,000,000 annually to send managers to university programs, not including the cost of travel and the value of
the manager's time away from work.

A National Industrial Confer-

ence Board survey of 43 university management programs in 1969
reported that the mean tuition and board cost of $330 per person,
per week (West &Sheriff, 1969).
Reliable data from private industry of the amount spent on
in-house training is not available, but it seems obvious that the
amount must be far in excess of the amount spent in university
training.

Lynton and Pareek (1967, p. viii) estimated that

American industry was spending three billion dollars a year on formal training programs, of which 600 million dollars was being spent
on management development programs.

In 1970, Campbell estimated

that the average manager spent almost 40 hours a year in some kind
of development program.

The present research shows that there is very little convincing evidence that this heavy investment has proven cost-effective.
Solid evaluative studies of training based on sound research design
are extremely rare, especially in comparison with the number and
different varieties of training programs that are conducted, publicized, and offered for sale.
This state of affairs seems truly incongruent when the usual
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practice of business and industry is to examine every function,
every activity, and every individual, and to measure, weigh, contrast, and compare these various factors in terms of worth and
contribution to the organizational goals (Belman &Remmers, 1958).
To anyone familiar with the functions of training it is clear that
decisions about the utility of that training should not be made in
a vacuum.

The inability to justify the training function in a con-

crete manner that would be provided by concise evaluation has been
referred to as the training evaluation crisis" and the Achilles
11

11

Heel of training" (Randall, 1960).
"Systematic training and development
activities are on the increase in business
government, education, and military organizations. The increase in job-realted educational
programs is in response to the accelerating pace
of change in the world, which in turn is causing
an acceleration in the obsolescence of job knowledge and skills. What is appropriate for today
in the way of knowledge and skills is more and
more likely not to be appropriate for tomorrow.
The solution to this problem is increased training and development of all levels of the work
force.
Along with the increased amount of jobrelated education, there are mounting pressures
to discover whether particular educational programs are effective. As job-related educational
activities assume a more identifiable technology
and account for a larger part of annual organizational expenditures, executives responsible for
the performance of their organizations are more
than ever asking questions about the tangible
results of educational programs in relation to
their costs. These questions are most often
asked of the training or educational director in
an organization, and there is little doubt that
trainers will be under increasing pressure to
provide answers in quantitative terms about the

4

cost effectiveness of their existing and proposed
educational programs.
(Parker, 1967, p. 19-1)
11

During the 1950's, several pioneering studies were conducted.
Although they were generally narrow, a number applied relatively
rigorous research designs which could have been the groundwork for
further development, e.g., Buchanan and Brunstetter (1959); Canter
(1951); Castle (1952); Fleishmann, Harris and Burtt (1955); Levine
and Butler (1952); Mann (1956); and Tarnopol (1957).

More recent-

ly, however, such attempts at rigor are less in evidence and the
subsequent training literature is filled with pieas for more rigorous evaluation.

Belasco and Trice (1969); Blumenfeld and Crane

(1973); Bunker and Cohen (1978); Campbell, et al (1970); Parker
(1967); and Wolfe (1973) all stress the importance of pre- and
post-training measurement and the use of control groups.
Wolfe (1973) in a review of 21 better known and publicly
available studies that attempted the rigorous evaluation of program
effectiveness found that very few met the requirements.

For exam-

p1e, 8 of the 21 used no pre-training meausres, and 6 used no
control groups.
The continuing tone seems to be to conduct training 11 With
faith" that it will produce the desired results, or to accept the
expression of satisfaction with the program from trainees as being
enough to justify its usefulness (Burke, 1969; Campbell, et al,
1970; Engel, 1970; Fisher, 1971; Steel, 1972).
The government (Civil Service Commission, 1973) has also
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emphasized the importance of evaluation, specifically through
Executive Order 11348, Part II, Section 201 of April 20, 1967.
This was followed in 1970 when, in his Message to Congress,
President Nixon stated:
The new Office of Management and Budget
will place greater emphasis on the evaluation
of program performance; on assessing the extent to which programs are actually achieving
their intended results and delivering the intended services to the intended recipient."
11

The power, desirability, and intent of evaluating training
efforts are seldom criticized or debated, even with a full realization that training evaluation is not a simple process.

General-

ly, evaluation can improve the cost effectiveness of the training
function and substantiate the claim that training meets the educational needs of the organization and the individual (McGehee &
Thayer, 1961, p. 257).

Through a careful and critical evaluation,

management could answer some of the following questions:
1)

Is the cost of the training program justifiable in

terms of producing the results needed by the organization?
2)

What improvements can be made in the training procedures

that will result in greater returns on the dollars invested in
training?
3)

Which training method is most appropriate for the

trainee and the material?
4)
solution?

Was the identified problem amenable to a training

6

5)

Did the training result in desired behavioral change?

6)

Are there particular trainees who responded better (or

worse) than others to the particular type of training?

Can these

indicators be used for training others?
7)

Was the material learned? Was it applied to on-the-job

performance?

How long did the transfer of learning last?

With the possibility of these questions being answered, therefore,

11

it is ironic that, at a time when the proliferation of

organizational training programs would seem to dictate an even more
critical role for evaluation, quite the opposite seems to be occurring.

11

(Bunker & Cohen, 1978).

Many explanations and rationalizations have been suggested as
to the reasons why very little systematic training evaluation has
been attempted.

Some of the most frequently mentioned reasons may

be summarized as follows:
1)

Training Directors are simply reluctant to Waste" time
11

evaluating something they have convinced themselves is good
(Blumenfeld &Crane, 1973).
training is developed

by

The contention seems to be that since

company experts in response to company

needs, no evaluation is needed.
2)

Evaluation may appear to be too expensive in terms of

man-hours and additional cost to the already high cost of program
development.

In many organizations, the human element is still not

recognized and treated as an asset and the primary objective is to
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avoid non-essential program spending.
3)

Many training directors feel that better evaluations
11

are impossible to conduct

11

•

This rationalization is most often

heard from organizations that have made at least a surface commitment to evaluate (Bunker & Cohen, 1978).

This may be based in fact

since the majority of training personnel are developed in-house and
have had little exposure or training themselves in the methodology
of evaluation.

They consider the statistical work too cumbersome

and complicated and the results too theoretical for application
(Wolfe, 1973).
4)

In view of the dollars spent and the stress placed on

the importance of training, it is a subtle but important point
that the role of top management in the development and implementation of managerial training is very minor.

When the goals of

training are considered to be the goals of the organization, it
would be assumed that the training function would be well integrated into the organizational system.

In reality, training programs

are usually developed separately from top management who tend to
see managerial training as a low-level, ancillary function and display little interest in it.

Pym (1965, p. 167) states,

I have observed that the management
training administered by the industrial
concern usually lies both physicall and
politically outside the mainstream of its
life. I believe that its political and
social isolation cuase it to be of little
consequence ...
11
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Under such circumstances, the measurement of "organizational or
11

Ultimate 11 training objectives becomes meaningless (Elkins, 1977).

The lack of interest and focus may tend to decrease the value or
importance of evaluation in the eyes of training directors.
5) Bunker and Cohen (1977) stress that the underlying and unstated reasons for not evaluating may possibly be the most powerful.
Because the evaluation function in most organizations is an appendage
of the training department itself, the training personnel are hesitant to undertake evaluation efforts that might appear to invalidate the department•s own developmental activities.

Campbell et al

(1970) also allude to this fact in pointing out that the few
evaluation studies that are published usually show differences in the
desired direction.

They urge that evaluation efforts

of all kinds,

whatever the results, should be published in order to establish a
broader base for further research.
There are very legitimate reasons for the complexities experienced with managerial training evaluation.

Most of these stem from

the simple fact that evaluation is dealing with the measurement of
human behavior, or the results of same, in relation to organiational
goals, standards or requirements.

Therefore, the factors involved

are difficult to categorize, standardize and generalize.
One of the most difficult areas lies in the identification of
meaningful criteria that can be used to evaluate training effects.
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This factor has severely limited the quantity and quality of evaluation research.

It is extremely difficult to establish any

agreement on what is a .. good" consequence of management training.
Opinions expressed
widely.

by

researchers about possible criteria vary

The opinions of four researchers were used as representa-

tives of the bulk of opinion in the discussion by Campbell, et al
{1970).

They placed these differing views along a continuum in

the following manner:

Odiorne (1964) recommends that if training

effects cannot be demonstrated in economic terms, then training
should not be done.

The opposite opinion is expressed by Andrews

(1957, 1966) who advocates that the best measures are strictly the
opinions of the trainees with second place going to the opinions of
the trainers, superiors, subordinates and peer5.
poles are MacKinney {1957) and Kerb (1956).

Between these two

Essentially, MacKinney

believes that if it is impossible to set up an experimental and
control group with before and after measures, then evaluation of
any kind is not worthwhile, because no one will know what the
training is doing, i.e., unambiguous evaluation.

Korb very logi-

cally recognizes the practical problems of real life situations
much more fully in giving recognition to the fact that there is no
one best criterion measure and it is probably impossible to arrange
an optimal experimental design.

As a result, he advocates that an

organization (1) must define its training goals as well as it can,
(2) bring as much expert judgement to bear as possible on an
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analysis of whether the content and process of training met, or
can be expected to meet, stated expectations, (3) systematically.
solicit opinion from participants and their associates, and (4)
obtain data on as many criteria as possible with as many controls
as possible.

It was the feeling of Campbell et al, that

MacKinney•s view represented the position of academians, while
Andrew's position was most often put into practice.
The criterion issue is further complicated by the inability to
generalize the results of any one study of training effects.

This

specific stumbling-block is best expressed by Campbell also:
"Training 'effectiveness' is neither a
dichotomous nor a unidimensional variable and
one experiment, no matter how ideal, will not
'prove' that the program is either effective or
ineffective. The central question is still
whether the reduction in ambiguity achieved by
the study is worth its cost. Such a question
must be answered in light of the specific
situation faced by the researcher ...
(Campbell et al, 1970, p. 279)
Most of the evaluation of management training reported in the
professional literature falls into one of four categories and each
presents problems in reliability and validity (Odiorne, 1961);
1)

An opinion survey is the most commonly used procedure,

either of the participants or of people who have seen the participants in action.

It has the obvious disadvantages of subjectivity,

inaccuracy, and unreliability and is often difficult to relate to
other criteria or to training objectives.

It has the advantage of

being economical, easy to administer, and relatively easy to score.

11

2}

The procedure of objective measurement of performance

attempts to utilize certain objective criteria of effective job
performance as a means of judging the effectiveness of training.
The problem of validity, or relevance, is usually great even
though it is more reliable and free from bias than surveys.
3)

A training staff's evaluation of the performance apprai-

sals completed by the relevant persons in the job setting is a less
frequently used procedure.

Subjectivity may be a problem espe-

cially if the same staff members both train and review the
appraisals.
4)

An overall appraisal of aggregate growth.

This method

invovles an evaluation of all participants and their effect on the
total organization.

This is the most difficult procedure to apply

because the problems of accuracy and relevance of measures of
aggregate growth are affected by change.

The changes, both of

aggregate growth and of training, do not often occur immediately
after training or are not discernible until a considerable time
has elapsed.

As a rule, top management is not patient enough to

allow the effective use of this technique although it would appear
to be the most effective to reflect the ultimate objectives of
training.
Several systems to establish procedures or classify criteria
have been proposed, but have not been extensively used (Goodacre,
1957; Lindbom &Osterberg, 1954; McGehee &Thayer, 1961),
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Thorndike, 1949).

The most popular system has been that advanced

by Donald L. Kirkpatrick (1959, 1960) which was based on a modification of Thorndike (1949).

Kirkpatrick (1960, p. 14) states that

he bases his evaluation 11 model" on the assumption that one training director cannot borrow evaluation results from another; he
can, however, borrow evaluation techniques.

He isolated four cate-

gories of outcome variables related to management and/or supervisory training.

These categories roughly parallel the four types of

evaluation advanced
ferences.

by

Odiorne (1961) but there are distinct dif-

The categories are ranked by steps from the least to

the most significant, and described as follows:
Step 1 - REACTION - how well the trainee liked a particular
training program.
Step 2 - LEARNING - the principles, facts, techniques, skills,
or attitudes that were understood and absorbed by
the participant.
Step 3 - BEHAVIOR - the changes that occur in on-the-job
performance as a result of the training program.
Step 4 - RESULTS - the effect of the behavioral changes on
the group within which the participant functions
and on the organization.
Kirkpatrick's straightforward method has been modified by a
number of researchers.

Bird (1969) and Warr, Bird & Rackham (1970)

contracted the model and identified three outcome levels.

Hamblin

13

(1974) expanded the model and developed five outcome levels.

How-

ever, these important contributions have rarely been fully and
completely translated into actual working models for management
training evaluation and have yet to produce generally accepted results of a broad and definitive nature (Elkins, 1976).
The advantage of Kirkpatrick•s breakdown of training outcomes was to provide an acceptab_l e and consistent tenninology for
evaluation purposes,

However, this has not been entirely positive.

Elkins (1976, p. 16) states that

11

Kirkpatrick's model is not so

much a model as a taxonomy; it does not illustrate structural or
dynamic relationships, it simply classifies 11 •

Kirkpatrick notes

in his own subsequent publications (1.959, 1960, 1967) that one impact of his model has been the obscuring of the inter-dependent
nature of training outcomes.

That is has encouraged and

stimu~

lated trainers to evaluate to some degree is evident, but the
research designs of those evaluations tend to be static,

Reaction~

learning, behavior, and results are often treated as separate outcomes of training with little consideration of their interrelationships.
Another critical problem with these models is that evaluation
becomes more difficult with the upward progression of the levels.
This measurement involves not only the clear definition and identification of the training objectives and establishment of valid,
measurable critet"ia but also control for non-experimental variables

14

which in a complex organization presents almost insoluble problems,
It has been suggested by several researchers, beginning with
H.O. Martin {1957), that the issue of criterion information could
be divided into two classes,

11

external 11 and 11 internal 11 •

This pre-

mise was expanded by Campbell and Stanley (1966) and is gradually
becoming accepted as a logical and understandable breakdown for
evaluation variables.
External criterion validity is the ultimate target for managerial training programs, since it is defined as the accuracy with
which one can estimate directly the effects of the training on job
behavior or performance.

External criteria include objective

measures of unit and manager performance in the job situation, for
example, turnover or grievances in a supervisor's unit or ratings
of job performance by superiors, peers, or subordinates.

External

validity is primarily determined by the type of criteria utilized
and the focal point of the research.
Internal criterion validity refers to a determination of the
degree to which learning or behavioral change can be attributed
directly to participation in the training.

In this category the

criteria are designed to measure what the program is intended to
teach, such as attitude measures, general opinion surveys, and
tests for differing 11 abilities 11 , i.e., decision-making, leadership,
etc.

While this would appear to be the easier of the two areas

from which to obtain reliable measures, there are several factors
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that can threaten the credibility of any internal validity measure.
These include the quality of instruction, use of a test for measurement that does not reflect course material, extraneous events
that modify learning ability, and trainee differences of recall
ability.
Both types of criteria are necessary and the relationships
between them must be explored if meaningful conclusions are to be
drawn from evaluations.

The majority of published studies utilize

internal criteria and those which use external criteria are
usually directed at very specialized goals.

It should be pointed

out that complex relationships exist between internal and external
criteria that have yet to be fully explored by research studies.
Developing external criteria measures implies behavioral definitions of performance from which objective measures may be
derived.

Campbell et al {1970, p. 78) state,
"Behaviorally based measures can account for
far more job complexity and can be related more
directly to what the manager actually does than
the gl oba 1 'organi zat i ona 1 • measures that have
been used in so many training research studies
done thus far. They can also be more easily
controlled for irrelevant biases not under the
control of the manager and for interactive effects which modify the relationship between
training and effective job behavior."

Although this appears to be a logical attempt, it has not
been applied to any great extent.

The literature reveals that

measurement of participant reaction or learning is often improperly
treated by researchers as if it were measurement of behavior or

16
results.

In 1964, Lippitt, McCune and Church reported that 68 of

the 75 training directors thE.'Y surveyed evaluated the results of
training.

The data revealed that by far the most common method

was the use of trainee reaction questionnaires.

Calatanello and

Kirkpatrick (1968) state that 54% of the 85 companies surveyed,
reported measuring behavioral changes and on-the-job results of
training, but these measures were 11 Superficial and subjectiven and
based primarily on trainee reactions.

A review of the major jour-

nal of the training field, Training and Development Journal, revealed that nearly all the evaluation studies deal with reaction
and learning levels, not behavior and results.

Examples are Kahn

and Parker (1969), Lee and Dean (1971), Lippitt and Peterson (1967),
Mindak and Anderson (1971}, Peterson (1972), and Reeves and Jensen
(1972).
Byham and Robinson (1976) use several behaviorally based
evaluations of training in support of the interaction management
system.

This system consists of twenty skill modules, each deal-

ing with a specific interaction situation faced by supervisors.
They cite studies by AT &T, International Harvester Company,
General Electric and Agway, Inc., as showing evidence that through
the development and training of specific behavioral objectives,
change in supervisory performance behavior can be achieved.
The purpose of the present study was to examine the effects
of a behaviorally based supervisory training program on the job
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performance of first and second line manufacturing supervisors
through the use of internal and external criteria measures.
Through identification and isolation of necessary behavioral
skills for task performance, a training program was formulated to
further the development of these specific skills.

Techniques were

developed to measure these skills before and after training, utilizing a control group (i.e., an untrained group of comparable
foremen and assistant foremen) for comparison.

Several techniques

were used for measurement purposes so that a comparison could be
made as to which proved more germane as an instrument of measurement, and which showed the greatest reliability.

Participant

questionnaires and opinions were additionally used to provide

feed~

back to the trainers about the program, because it is acknowledged
that if this type of information is used in addition to actual
behavioral measurement, it can provide valuable insight in further
program development and provide a basis for comparison of data.
This study intends to address the following function:
1.

Will a transfer of learning take place between the
classroom and the subject's job assignment and is
this transfer measurable?

2.

Will the trainee•s supervisory skill improvement be
discernable on the part of his subordinate, supervisor
and himself?

3.

To what degree are the various measurement techniques
inter-related?

18

4.

Based on the trainee's reactions to the training
program, what changes, if any, are thereby indicated?

METHOD
Subjects
Experimental
Experimental subjects were a group of twelve assistant
foremen employed at McDonnell Douglas Astronautics Company Titusville Division plant in Titusville, Florida.

These sub-

jects were chosen by their respective Division Directors to
participate in the Supervisory Training Program, which is
described later in the study.

The original experimental group,

hereafter referred to as the Training Group, consisted of 13
assistant foremen; one subject, however, was demoted to an hourly
position (his classification before assuming supervisory responsibilities) after one week of the training program.

Thus the final

Training Group consisted of twelve subjects.
Control (Untrained)
Control subjects, hereafter referred to as the Untrained
group, were 19 foremen and assistant foremen.

Originally this

group consisted of 24 subjects; however, five of these subjects
were not available to participate in all of the evaluation tests.
Since the training sessions required that the subjects be away
from their normal job duties, it was not possible to randomly
assign subjects to the Trained and Untrained groups.

For example,
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no more than one supervisor from each department could be selected for training so that every department would have continuous
supervision; the training program took place during June-July
requiring consideration for previously arranged vacation schedules.

The demographic breakdown of the Trained and Untrained

Groups is presented in Table 1.

This information was extracted

from the Background Information Forms (Appendix A) completed by
every subject prior to commencement of the Training Program.
Experimental Design and Procedure
The purpose of the study was to evaluate a Supervisory
Training Program, which constituted the independent variable.
The dependent variables, described in detail later in the study,
consisted of two paper and pencil tests, How Supervise? and the
Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal, three Supervisor Rating Scales (Superior, Self and Subordinate) and a Participants
Evaluation Survey.

The study took place in the following three

phases, closely following Parker's (1967) Training Design and
Evaluation Model:
Phase 1:

Pre-Training Period
a)
b)
c)

Training Needs Evaluation
Training Program Design
Pre-Training Testing

Phase 2:

Training Period

Phase 3:

Post-Training Evaluation Period

21

TABLE 1
DEMOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWN OF
TRAINED AND UNTRAINED GROUPS

Group

N

Males

Minorities

Prev.
Trng.

Yrs.

Females

Exp. Xage

Training

12

10

2

2

6

5.6

41

Untrained

19

17

2

0

13

9.9

48
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Pre-Training Period
The Training Program, presented in Appendix B, was researched, designed and pre-tested during the period 1 April thru
16 June.
Training Needs Evaluation.

Prior to selecting the actual

program curricula, it was necessary to determine those job skills
required by the prospective trainees in order to perform their
jobs.

This Training Needs Evaluation is a necessary prerequi-

site to conducting training in order to justify the expenditures
of time and money and to match training content with training
needs (Moore & Dutton, 1977).

This phase included the following:

Job Analyses - Direct observation and recording of specific
tasks performed by a sample of the subjects
in their work area and a breakdown of the
key behaviors that the tasks require.
Review of Job Descriptions (Organizational)
Interviews with Prospective Trainees and their
Supervisors
Brainstorming Sessions with Prospective Trainees
Card Sort (Johnson, 1967) - Results and description
in Appendix C.
Training Program Design.

As a result of the Training Needs

Evaluation, the Managerial Skill requirements were behaviorally
defined.

The Company 1 s Personnel Director had previously
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determined that the Training Program should also include
Cognitive Skills- those relating to organizational procedural
matters.

Thus the total program skill requirements were defined

as follows:
MANAGERIAL SKILLS:
A)

Behavioral Skills:
Perception
Conflict Resolution (Sensitivity)
Organizing and Planning
Decision Making (Problem Solving)
Written and Oral Communication
Leadership and Motivation

B)

Cognitive Skills:
Labor Relations
Occupational Safety and Health
Employe Assistance Program
Equal Employment Opportunity
Quality Program
Job Instruction Training
Company Policy and Procedures

The modules which comprise the Behavioral Skills category
were selected from Assessment Designs Incorporated's Managerial
Skills Workshop Program (1975).

Certain exercises were substi-

tuted to match the trainees' needs and, in other areas, original
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material was used as a supplement as indicated by the Training
Needs Evaluation.

These modules contain simulations, role plays,

and case studies in addition to lecture, to effect a transfer of
learning from pure management theory to actual job situations.
This factor was a primary criterion for the Training Program as
established by the Company•s Personnel Director at the outset of
The material and exercises required a maximum of

the study.

trainee interaction, are directly related to the required on-thejob behaviors and allow the trainer to be a facilitator, not a
lecturer.

The Behavioral Skills modules were taught by the ex-

perimenters, following their own training at Assessment Designs,
Inc.
The Cognitive Skills modules were selected from available
company materials as supplemented by original material.

Labor

Relations, Safety, Employe Assistance Program and Equal Opportunity were taught by the experimenters; the Quality Program, Job
Instruction Training and Company Policy and Procedures were
taught by company instructors, experts in their particular fields.
Because the trainer provides the bulk of the information as an
expert, the principle teaching method used in the Cognitive
Skills modules was lecture, with discussion and case study as
appropriate.
The Behavioral Skills and Cognitive Skills modules were
integrated into a staggered schedule format.

Training did not
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take place continuously from day to day.

Rather, the trainees

were in class two or three days each week for five weeks, and
back on their job assignments the balance of the week.

This for-

mat was selected to permit the trainees to use, or attempt to use,
their newly acquired or sharpened skills on the job.

They were

also requested to maintain a critical incident diary in which they
noted instances where they used such skills with or without success.

The diary was used strictly as a training tool and no effort

was made to evaluate these data.

The entire program is presented

in Table 2.
The integration of the thirteen modules was done to facilitate
the use of behavioral skills in the refinement of cognitive skills.
For example, the integration of perception with Labor Relations
provided the trainee with tools to perceive the real problem behind
a union grievance and take the prescribed necessary steps to process and hopefully resolve the grievance at the trainees' level of
responsibility.
Perception was selected as the first area of managerial skill
training because it is a key first step necessary before other
skill development could occur.
decision making.

Perception is often confused with

Decision making is simply the ability to arrive

at decisions through the appropriate use of logic or reason.

In

order to make a sound decision, a necessary prerequisite is a correct perception (Assessment Designs, 1975).

Sensitivity directly
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TABLE 2
TRAINING SCHEDULE

Week

~

First

Tuesday

Second

Module

Time

Wednesday
Thursday

Labor Relations
Safety
Employe Assistance
Perception
Perception

8:00-12;00
1 :00-3·:00
3:00""!5:00
8:00-4:30
8:00-4:30

Wednesday
Thursday

Conflict Resolution
Conflict Resolution

8:00-4 ·: 30
8:00-12:00
1 :00-4:30

EEO

Third

Wednesday Quality Program
Organizing & Planning
Thursday Organizing & Planning

8:00-12:00
1 :00-4:30
8:00-4:30

Fourth

Job Instruction Training
Tuesday
Wednesday Decision Making

8:00-4:30
8:00-4:30

Fifth

Tuesday

Company Policy &Procedure
Conmunications
Wednesday Corrmunications
Leadership &Motivation
Thursday Leadership &Motivation

8:00-12:00
1 :00-4:30
8:00-12:00
1 :00-4:30
8:00-4:30
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followed perception because it, in combination with perception, is
key to subsequent supervisory development.

After learning the

value in awaiting the input of incoming data (perception) and the
need for such skill development as active listening (sensitivity)
to recognize and evaluate that data, the trainee was presented with
the tools for organizing and planning the total data input.

With

these skills so developed, the trainee was ready to practice and
learn the skills of problem solving and/or decision making.
The final two behavioral skill modules, communication and
leadership-motivation unite and further develop all skills.

Train-

ees were presented with the techniques and value of effective
communication, assuming that a correct perception and decision had
been affected.

Leadership is the culmination of all the other

modules and combines all preceding skill development, both cognitive and behavioral.

Motivation develops the consequences of

leadership styles on employes and motivational strategies that are
under the direct control of the supervisor (Oldham, 1976).
Pre-Training Testing.

The experimental design used for this

study was the Pre-test, Post-test, Control Group design and is
presented below (Campbell

& Stanley, 1966):

Pre-Test

Treatment

Post-Test

Trained

X

X

X

Untrained

X

Group

X
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This design was used because it was not possible to randomly
assign subjects to the Trained or Untrained groups nor was there
any way to match subjects.

We recognize the risks associated with

this design, viz., pre-test effects giving rise to learning
(Bunker & Cohen, 1978).

However, the preferred design, extended

Control Group, was not considered feasible due to the number of
subj~cts

required.

One week prior to beginning the Training Program, all subjects
were given the following questionnaires and tests:

(it should be

noted that the subjects for the Training Program had not been selected when these pre-tests were administered)
Background Information Form (Appendix A)

How Supervise? (Form A)
Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal
(Form A)
Supervisor Performance Rating Form B (Self
Rating)
The subjects were told that the forms being completed were a part
of a study to evaluate an upcoming training program.

They were

assured that none of the results would be used for any organizational performance appraisal purposes nor would individual results
be made known to anyone but the experimenters and, if desired, the
individuals on a private basis at the conclusion of the study.
How Supervise? has been used in conjunction with supervisory
training programs on several occasions (The Psychological Corporation, 1971).

In the test manual, File and Remmers {1971) suggest
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that the test is intended to be used to

11

determine the examinee's

knowledge of generally accepted supervisory practices
The test has three parts:

11

(p. 14).

1) Supervisory Practices, 2) Company

Policies and 3) Supervisor Opinions.

Forms A and B are parallel

forms designed specifically for pre- and post-testing in a training program evaluation.
The Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal is designed to
determine the extent to which the examinee is able to reason analytically and logically (Psychological Corporation, 1977).

Forms A

and B are parallel forms and can be used for pre- and post-testing.
There are five parts to the test:

1) Inference- a conclusion a

person can draw from certain observed or supposed facts; 2) Recognition of assumptions - something presupposed or taken for granted;
3) Deduction - drawing appropriate deductions; 4) Interpretation of

data and 5) Evaluation of arguments.

Nunnally (1970) states that

"While this test can be useful for such things as selection in
school and industry and evaluation of the effectiveness of instruction, the scores should be used cautiously as the test has not been
standardized thoroughly enough to permit their use in any absolute
way 11

(

p. 54 1 ) .

There were three Supervisor Performance Evaluation Rating
Forms used for this study, so that a triangulation of ratings could
be achieved, in focusing on the target position of first (assistant
foreman) and second (foreman) line supervisors.

The three forms
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were:
Form A - Subordinate's rating of the supervisor's job
performance
Form B - Supervisor's self rating of his/her job
performance
Form C- Superior's (subject's supervisor) rating of the
subject's job performance
Peer evaluations were eliminated because of the lack of interaction
thereby lessening the ability to reliably evaluate peer performance.
These forms were derived from the Mixed Standard Scale developed by Blanz and Ghisseli (1972).

In their original work, they

evaluated 18 skills, some of which were abstract and reflected the
same skill (Claycombe, Bird, & Bennett, 1976).

The experimenters

chose to consider only those seven behavioral skills which were
(a) defined by their Training Needs Evaluation and (b) taught in the
Behavioral Skills Modules.

Those seven skills and their definitions

are as follows:
I. Decisiveness: The displayed ability to make decisions in
correct situations; willingness to take action.
II. Sensitivity/Conflict Resolution:

Degree of interpersonal

relationship of superior to his workers; structure and
consideration leadership style.
III. Delegation of Authority (Leadership): To what degree does
he/she give workers the power and freedom to perform tasks.
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IV.

Organizing and Planning:

Displayed ability to perform

efficiently, plan ahead, utilize time, efforts, workers.
V.

Perception:

How well does the supervisor recognize and

acknowledge accomplishment.
VI.

Motivation Level (Leadership):

Degree of individual

enthusiasm for the job; degree of transference of
attitude to others.
VII.

Oral Communication:

How effective is supervisor in

maintaining open lines of communication?
For each of these seven skill dimensions, there are three
descriptive statements reflecting differing degrees of the trait,
i.e., poor, average, good.

The rater must respond to every des-

cription as he perceives that it fits the ratee, as follows:
B - The supervisor's performance is better than
this statement
E - Statement fits this supervisor's performance
W- Supervisor's performance is not as good as this
statement
The rating scale forms, key and scoring instruction are presented
in Appendix E.
Supervisor Performance Evaluation Forms A and C are considered external criteria.

The remaining test measures, viz.,

How Supervise?, Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal and
Supervisor Evaluation Form B are considered internal criteria, as
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the Participants Evaluation Survey.
The Supervisor Evaluation Form A was completed five days befor the Training Program started, by the subjects' hourly workers.
These workers were informed that the purpose of their participation
was to assist in a Training Program evaluation study and that all
information provided was strictly confidential.

The same pro-

cedure was followed for the administration of Form C.
Training Program.
and was

The Training Program commenced on 20 June

completed on 20 July; total training time was 12 days

(96 hours).
Post-Training Evaluation Period.

On the final day of

training~

the participants in the Training Group were asked to evaluate the
Training Program through the use of the Participants Evaluation
Form (Appendix D).

One week after training, the Trained and Un-

trained Group subjects completed Form B of How Supervise? and the
Watson- Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal.

Eight weeks after

training, Form A of the Supervisor Performance Evaluation was readministered to the subjects' (Trained and Untrained) subordinates;
Form B to the subjects themselves, and Form C to the subjects'
supervisors.

The post-test Supervisor Performance Rating Scale

Forms are identical to those utilized in the pre-test.

It should

be noted that none of the pre- or post-test measurements were
scored until after all post-test forms had been completed by all
subjects.

RESULTS
In order to investigate the effects of the training, the
following data was compiled and represents the bulk of the analysis.

Findings are presented in five sections, each dealing with

the results of an instrument used for measurement:
- Participants Evaluation of the Training
Program
- Supervisor Performance Evaluations
- How Supervise?
- Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal
- Correlational Studies
The major statistical techniques used were !-tests, Analysis
of Co-Variance, and Pearson Product Moment Correlation.
Participants Evaluation
The first measure of this study is the Trained Group's evaluation of the Training Program itself.

The Participants Evaluation

Form (Appendix D) results are presented below, keyed to the

ques~

tions asked on the form:
Question 1:

Course Material

The mean evaluations of the individual modules are presented
1n

Table 3-A.

These data indicate that there was a significant

difference in the participant's subjective evaluation of the
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Table 3-A
Participants Evaluation
Question Number 1 : Mean Scores
Cognitive and Behavioral Skill Modules
Module

Usefulness

Cognitive
Labor Relations
Safety
Policy & Procedure
Quality

2.30
2.30
2.40

Materiel

EEO

1. 90

JIT

2.25

2.75
2.70
3.20
4.25
2.50
2.75

2.46

X
s2

Behavioral
Perception
Conflict Resolution
Organizing &Planning
Decision Making
Corrvnunications
Leadership

1. 80
1. 90
2.50
4.25

2.30
2. 40

3.20

1.75

4. 50
1. 80

3.00

3.00

3.02

2.53

. 34

.41

.94

2.87
. 89

1. 50

1. 80
2.25
1. 70
2.20

1. 40
1. 70

3.60

-

Instructor

Inst.
Method

2.00

2.00
1.70

1. 60

1. 90

1.60
1. 75
1. 60
1. 70

-X

1. 67

1. 94

1 . 62

1. 82

s2

.05

.05

.02

.01

-2.78*

-3.90**

-2.275*

-2. 71 *

t

1. 50

1.70

1. 90
1. 50

Key: 1-Excellant
2-Very Good
3-Good
4-Average
5-Below Average
6-Poor

1. 80

*.E.< .05

**.E.< . 01

1. 80
1. 80

1. 90
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Behavioral Skill Modules versus the Cognitive Modules, across all
four criteria.
Question 2:

Reaction to Staggered Schedule

No. of Responses

Comment
Staggered schedule better allowed me to keep up with
work and use data from class.
Enjoyed it but put me behind
in my job.
Prefer solid schedule- too
long a period of time.
Idea good

7

2
2
1

Question 3:

Helpfulness of the Program

The participants were asked to indicate on a scale from
0- 6,

11

Very helpful" to

11

not helpful, .. the degree to which the

program helped them in eleven areas of managerial skills.

These

data are presented in Table 3-B.
Question 4:

Use of the Diary

No. of Responses

YES - Made me open my eyes and
evaluate myself.
NO - I did not use it effectively but plan to.
NO - Not enough time to use it.

7
3

2

Question 5:

What Changes Should Be Made?

No. of Responses
7

Comment

Comment
Need more information on quality,
Job Instruction Training, policy
and procedures.

c.

d.

.72

.74

.83

g.

i.

j.

.58

. 75

.65

.78

. 51

.83

.75

.67

1. 33

.58

k.

h.

f.

. 78

1. 33

e.

.67

.92

1. 0

b.

. 67

.42

-

.75

X

s
.75 a.

Allowing me to understand the
problems of others ................
Providing me with skills to
better perform my job .............
Providing me with i nformat i on
I did not previously have .........
Increasing mY self-confidence
in performing my job duties .......
Increasing mY ability to handle
supervisory problems ..............
Allowing me to share my
problems with others ..............
Providing me with feedback to
measure my ability to use new
skills on the job .................
Allowing me to better organize
and p1an my job ...................
Providing me with the skills to
listen to other people when they
are talking to me ....•............
Providing me with skills to
resolve conflicts .................
Increasing my ability to
evaluate performance
behaviors .........................

The Program was helpful in:

6
4

7

2
5

5

8

4

7

6

6

3

5

1

5

5

3

2

3

3

4

8

5

0

Very Helpful

Number of Checks

Table 3-B

6

1

2

1

6

2

3

2

1

2

2
3

Helpful
4
5
6

Not Helpful

w

0\
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No. of Responses

Co11111ent

Facility problems - inadequate
air conditioning
No changes

4
1

Question 6:

No.

What

did~

find most beneficial?

Corrment

of Responses

Self evaluations, setting
priorities.
Stimulating, made me think.
Perception, Conflict Resolution
Courses
Communications Course
Opportunity to be candid.
Type of exercises used.

3
3

2
2

1
1

Question 7:

What

did~

find least beneficial?

No. of Responses

Comment

4

No change.

5

Quality Course- more detail.
Job Instruction Training not effective.
Policy and Procedures - more
interpretation.

2
1

Question 8:

Would you recommend this program for all
supervisors?

No. of Responses
11

1

Comment
Very definitely.
Definitely.
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Supervisor Performance Evaluations
Mean scores for Form A (subordinate ratings), Form B

(self~

rating} and Form C (superior rating) were calculated for the
Trained and Untrained Groups.

In order to compare the two groups

before and after training, t-tests were calculated for both the
pre- and post-test scores.

Since the subjects in the two groups

were not matched, it was decided to compute an Analysis of CoVariance on the overall (pre- and post-test) data.

The Analysis

of Co-Variance "permits a post-hoc statistical control for one or
more concomitant variables {quantitative), removing their influence
from the comparison of groups on the main experimental variable,.
(Hayes, 1973, p. 655).
Table 4 summarizes these data for all three rating scales.

It

may be seen that the two groups did not differ significantly on the
pre-test scores; however, the Trained Group's ratings increased
significantly greater than the Untrained on the subordinate scale
(Form A), CoV (1 ,27)

= 15.50,

(Form C), CoV (1,28)

= 5.76,

scale (Form B).

£ <.01, and on the supervisor's scale
£ <.05, but not on the self-rating

Three figures are presented to graphically depict

the evaluation rating scores for each form by trait, including the
pre- and post-test scores for both groups.

Figure 1 presents these

data for Form A, Figure 2 for Form 8, Figure 3 for Form C.
Each trait was examined across all three rating scale forms.
Mean rating scores were calculated for both groups -pre- and posttest and then tested for significance.

An analysis of Co-Variance
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Table 4
Supervisor Performance Evaluation
Mean Scores for Trained and
Untrained Groups
Pre-Test
Group

N

X

s2

t

Post-Test
X
s2
t

CoV

Form A - Subordinates Rating
38.63 32.15 +3.97** +15.50**
12 34.28 25.30 . 61
Trained
31 . 41 18.47
Untrained 18 33.26 16.38
Form B - Self Rating
12 31.08 14.08 -. 01
Trained
Untrained 19 31 . 11 38.52

33.67
31.58

44.42 +. 91
35.30

+.61

Form C - Superiors• Rating
Trained
Untrained

12

19

30.33
30.42

55.52 -. 02
42.03

36.25
31.74

56.93 +1.70*
49.46

*.E. < . 05
**p_ < .01

+5.76*
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Supervisor Performance Evaluation Forms
Table 5
Mean Scores for Trait I - Deciseveness
Trained and Untrained Groups

Group

N

Pre-Test
X
s2

12 4.56
Trained
Untrained 18 4.48

t

X

Post-Test
s2

t

Form A - Subordinates' Rating
+3.21**
5.04
.80
1 . 13 +.26
.68
4.02
.42
Form B - Self Rating

12 4.42
Trained
Untrained 19 4.89

2.62
2.20

-.83

4.92
4.63

2.45
2.44

+.50

Form C - Superiors• Rating
Trained
Untrained

12
19

4. 58
4.03

1 . 72 +1.08
2.01

3.47
1. 93

4. 75
4.42

*E.
**E.

< .05
< . 01

+.56

CoV

10. 64**
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was calculated if the pre-test! score indicated an appreciable
(not necessarily statistically significant) difference between the
two groups.

These data are presented in Tables 5 through 11.

It

may be seen that the Trained Group's post-test mean scores for the
subordinate ratings were significantly greater than the Untrained
Group scores for all seven traits.
provements for the self-ratings.

There were no significant imFor the superior ratings, three

traits show a significant change, viz., Traits II (Sensitivity),
III (Delegation of Authority) and VI (Leadership; Motivation).
How Supervise?
The results of How Supervise? are presented in Table 12.
These data are shown for the Trained and Untrained Groups, pretest (Form A) and post-test (Form B), for the test as a whole and
also for the three sections of the test.

A t-test for significant

difference was calculated for the pre-test and the post-test.

The

only portion of the test showing a significant difference was the
pre-test for Part III (Supervisor Opinions) where the Trained Group
scored significantly lower than the Untrained Group, ! (20)
-2.41, £< .05.

=

Due to this significant pre-existing difference be-

tween the two groups, an Analysis of Co-Variance was calculated for
the total test and all subparts except Part I where the pre- and
post-test differences were minor.

Using this analysis, the train-

ing groups' mean score on the post-test of Part III was significantly higher than the Untrained Group CoV (1,28)

=

4.33, £<.05.
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Supervisor Performance Evaluation Forms
Table 6
Mean Scores for Trait II - Sensitivity
Pre-Test
Group

N

X

s2

Post-Test
t

-X

s2

t

CoV

Form A- Subordinates• Rating
Trained
Untrained

12 4.99
18 4.77

.83
1 . 09

+.59

5.67
4.52

.84
.92

+3.52**

Form B - Self Rating
Trained
Untrained

12 4.83
19 4.26

2. 15
2.19

+1.05

4. 41

4.37

2.45
2.34

+.07

Form C- Superiors• Rating
Trained
Untrained

12
19

4.75
5.42

3.11
1 . 51

-1.25

5.42
5.00

*E. < . 05
**E. A( • 01

2.45

2.21

+. 75

4.98**
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Supervisor Performance Evaluation Forms
Table 7
Mean Scores for Trait III - Leadership;
Delegation of Authority
Pre-Test
Group

N

-X

t

-X

Post-Test
s2

t

CoV

Form A - Subordinates• Rating
Trained
Untrained

12 5.19
18 4.79

.64
.53

+1.42

5.61
4.27

1.08
1 . 19

+3. 36** +6.58**

Form B - Self Rating
Trained
Untrained

12
19

4.00
4.79

2. 18
2. 17

-1.45

4.75
4.89

2.02

-.27

1. 88

Form C - Superiors• Rating
Trained
Untrained

12
19

4.25
3.95

2.39
3.31

+.47

5.25
4.10

2.39
2.73

< . 05
**E. < .01
*.E_

+1.93**
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Supervisor Performance Evaluation Forms
Table 8

Mean Scores for Trait IV - Organizing and Planning
Post-Test

Pre-Test
Group

N

t

X

-X

t

Form A - Subordinates' Rating
Trained
Untrained

12 4.89
18 5.02

.64
.73

-.42

5.88
5.34

.59
.56

+1.92**

Form B - Self Rating
Trained
Untrained

12
19

3.92
3.89

2.27

+.06

1. 78

4.92
4.42

2.53
2.24

+.88

1 . 91

+1.03

Form C - Superiors• Rating
Trained
Untrained

12
19

4.08
3.97

1.72
1. 43

+.53

4.92
4.37

*£ < .05
**E. < . 01

2.23
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Supervisor Performance Evaluation Forms
Table 9
Mean Scores for Trait V - Perception
Pre-Test
Group

N

Post-Test

-X

t

-X

t

CoV

Form A - Subordinates• Rating

12 4.63
Trained
Untrained 18 4.16

1. 07
.71

+1.37

5.12

3.71

1 . 21
.88

+3.77**

Form B - Self Rating
Trained
Untrained

3.92

l. 72

19 4. 21

2.69

12

-.52

4.42
4.76

2.27
1. 98

+.30

Form C - Superiors• Rating
Trained
Untrained

12
19

3.92
4.60

2. 81
2.12

-1 . 19

5.42
4.84

2.45
1 . 71

*p_ < . 05
**E. < "01

+. 73

+.65
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Supervisor Performance Evaluation Forms
Table 10
Mean Scores for Trait VI - Leadership; Motivation
Pre-Test
Group

N

X

Post-Test
t

-X

t

Form A .. Subordinates• Rating
Trained
Untrained

12 4.89
18 5.09

.92

-.64

.57

5.67
4.63

.63
.94

+3.08**

Form B - Self Rating
Trained
Untrained

5.50
19 4.84

12

1. 36

+1.25

2.45

1 . 29
2.40

+.98

6.00

1. 09

+1.73*

5.16

2.13

4.25
4.74

Form C - Superiors• Rating
Trained
12 5.33
Untrained 19 5.00

2.06
2.21

+1.13

*E. <. • 05
**.e.< .01
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Supervisor Performance Evaluation Forms
Table 11
Mean Scores for Trait VII - Oral Communications
Pre-Test
Group

N

X

s

Post-Test

2

t

-X

s

2

t

Form A - Subordinates• Rating
Trained
Untrained

12
18

4.99
4.93

1. 00
.92

+.41

.72
.76

+2.86*

5.00

2.73

+1.30

4.26

2. 19

5.58
4~66

Form B - Self Rating
Trained
Untrained

12
19

4.50
4.21

3,00
2.27

+.31

Form C - Superiors' Rating
Trained

12

Ur.t ra; ned

19

1. 52
3.50 2.66

3.67

+. 31

4.34
3.84

2. 97
1"\

'-·

6,.
0

*p <. 05

+. 81
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Table 12
How Supervise? Mean Scores
Trained and Untrained Groups
Form A and B, 1 Values and Analysis of CoVariance

Group

Trained
Untrained

N

12
19

Form A
X
s2

x

t

Form B
s2

t

CoV

Part I - Supervisory Practices
10.50 12.09 -.48 12. 58 9.54 -. 15
12.74 6.61
12.74 8.09
Part II - Company Policies

Trained
Untrained

12
19

9.08 20.45
9.84 23.61

-.76

15.67 5.70 +.86
13.95 43.63

+.91

Part III- Supervisor Opinions
Trained
Untrained

12
19

13.25 36.57
17.53 14.99

-2.41*20.92 29.36 +1. 00 +4.33*
20.00 26.21
Total Test

Trained
Untrained

12
19

32.83 4 7. 61
40.10 91.35

-1.86 49.17 57.24 +.75
46.68 95.37

*p <. . 05

+2.32
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Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal
The results of the Watson-Glaser Test are presented in Table
13.

These results indicate no significant improvement for the

Trained Group.

An analysis of the five individual subparts of the

test indicate minor changes in performance of both the Trained and
Untrained Groups with no significant differences.
Correlational Findings
Inter-correlational analyses were performed to determine the
degree of relationship among the various testing devices used in
the study.

Table 14 presents the correlation matrix for all mea-

surements, Trained and Untrained Groups - pre- and post-test.

Even

the highest "r" values reflect only a moderate degree of relationship.

For example, there is virtually no relationship among the

three supervisory rating forms for the Trained Group, post-test
data and only a very slight relationship with the Untrained Group.
None of the correlational data in Table 14 is statistically significant.
Concentrating strictly on the Supervisory Performance Evaluations for the Trained Group, a correlational matrix was computed
for their post-test evaluations across all seven traits among all
three of the scales (Subordinate, Self, Superior).
presented in Table 15.

This matrix is

This is analgous to the multi-trait, multi-

method approach recommended by Campbell and Fiske (1959) and Lawler
(1967).

This table shows that the subordinate and self average
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Table 13
Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal
Mean Scores For Trained and Untrained Groups

Form A and 8, ! Values
And Analysis of Co-Variance

Fonn A
Group

N

X

s2

t

X

Form 8
2
s

t

Trained

12

51.42

87.17 -.71

55.67

80.42 +.01

Untrained

19

53.63

62.02

55.63

35.81

CoV

.85
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Table 14
Inter-Correlation of All Measurement Devices
WatsonGlaser

Test

Form
How
Supervise
A
Trained Group

Fonn
B

WatsonGlaser
.48

How
Supervise

.55

Fonn A

.22

Form 8

Form C

-.04

.08
-.50

-.06

-.12

-.44

• 18

. 59

.00

. 16

. 15

.03

-.05

-. 14

.09

-.59
.03

Untrained Group
WatsonGlaser
How
Supervise
Form A
Form B

. 31

.40
-. 11

.25

.00

. 09

.08

.03
- • 1-+

.22

.23
-.04

-.12
.23

-.52

Fonn C

-.24
.09

.XX -

Pre-Test

. x.x - Po-6.t-T M:t

. 18

. 12
. 29

Form

c

.64

4

.74 .91
.63 .78
.71 .88
.86 .81

.91
.81 .87
.79 .78 .78
.89 .79 .72 .88

4

Traits

r

5
6
m
7

0

F

-c

1
2
3

1

3

4

5

6

7
3

Table 15

B Form

2

4
5

6

7

.24 .35 .38
. 19 -. 17 . 1 1
-. 05 .01 -.14
.69 . 12 .57
. 15 -. 01 -. 04
-. 15 -. 46 -. 26
. 33 -. 28 . 48

Rating lntercorrelations
Trained Group
Post Test Data

1

-. 34 . 11 -. 1 1 .06
-.39-.19 .26-.27
-. 14 -. 31 -. 38 -. 28
-.56 .26 . 48 . 39
.05-.15 -. 23-.02
-. 17 -. 28 -. 43 -·. 27
-. 12 . 18 -. 07 . 21

. 10
.29 .09
.03 -.50 .09
. 17 . 21 . 84 . 15
. 06 .09 . 58 . 31 .72
-.55 .17 .34-.18 .31 . 36
.44 -. 03 . 70 . 19 .85 .66 .05

. 18 . 06 -. 07 .04
.47 .36 . 15 .23
. 04 -. 1 6 -. 16 -. 11
-. 0 5 • 06 -. 21 .06
-. 1 3 -. 28 -. 32 -. 14
-. 41 -. 4 7 -. 33 -. 49
. 45 . 46 . 14 .26

A Form

2

.00 .27 .26
.00 .47 .36
.05 .08-.01
. 11 -. 13 . 11
. 04 -. 22 -. 11
-. 48 -. 24 -. 44
.32 . 36 .42

1 . 05 -. 11 . 00 -. 0 5 -. 04 .07
B 2 . 29 .07 .26-.06 .12 .21
F 3 -. 17 -. 12 -. 10 -. 08 . 00 -. 14
4 . 12 -. 17 . 04 -. 26 . 03 . 02
0
. 03 -. 25 . 10 -. 15 . 10 -. 20
r 5
-.57-. 44-.66-.64 -. 61
m 6 -.46
7 . 36 . 20 . 37 . 14 . 36 .26

r 5
m 6
7

0

F 3 .88 .85

A 2

1

1

.66
. 51
. 50
. 17
.46
.46
2

C Form

3

4

5

6

. 48
. 42 . 21
. 15 . 82 .26
.22 .62 .06 .28
.48 .51 .38 .55-.10
7

01
U1
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ratings do not have good convergent validity, i.e., the correlations between the same traits as rated by different raters are not
significantly different from zero (Lawler, 1967, p. 375).
is true for the subordinate and supervisor ratings.

The same

The self and

superior ratings reflect a more moderate degree of relationship,
although several of these inter-correlations are negative.

The

same is true for the three evaluations with regard to discriminant
validity, i.e., the validity diagonal correlation values are not
higher than the values lying in the column and row.

Again, the

self and superior ratings display a greater tendency to demonstrate
discriminant validity.
Looking at specific trait correlations, ti may be seen that
within the heteromethod blocks (Campbell & Fiske, 1959, p. 125),
Trait VI shows a moderate negative relationship with all traits as
measured by different methods.

Particularly evident is the cor-

relation of Trait VI, Self Rating, with Trait VI, Subordinate Rating, r (10)

= .61,

£<.05.

Thus, the Trained subjects tended to

evaluate themselves in a different light on Motivation level
(Trait VI) than the evaluation by their subordinates on that same
trait.

The same would appear to be true for Trait VI across all

traits, to a lesser degree.
The Subordinate evaluation trait inter-correlations would
appear to be very high.
cant, £ <.05.

All of them are statistically signifi-

Therefore, it was decided to compare these post-test
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correlations with the pre-test correlations of the Trained Group
and the Untrained Group (pre- and post-).
in Table 16.

These data are presented

The pre-test correlations for the Trained Group ap-

pear to be moderate at best.

For the most part, however, the

post-test correlations for this group are significantly greater
than the pre-test.
Untrained Group.

The same conclusion cannot be held for the
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Table 16
Trait Correlations
Supervisor Rating Forms A (Subordinates)
Traits
I

I

II

III

v

VI

VII

.66*

Trained Group
.44
.64*
.62*

.64*

.59*

.64*

• 81**

• 74**

. 77 **

• 86**

. 18

.75**
.97**
.27
.97**

. 51

II

IV

. 86**

III
IV

• 6 3*

.44

.37

. 79**

. 88**

. 81 **

.57

.58*

.38

.81**

• 79**

. 89**

.62*

.63

.71**

.87**

. 78**

• 79**

v

.60*

.48

. 78**

. 72**

.92**

VI

. 88**

VII
I

.60**
• 31

II

III

Untrained GrauE
.38
.44
.40
• 17
.29
.21
. 19
.87** .35
.49*
. 32
.38
.56*
.08
.
36
. 30

IV

. 31
•01

v

.47*

• 46

• 30

.29

.72**

. 11 **

• 18**

.36

-.15

. 31
.27
.58*
.33

. 39

.'l6

• 15

.78**
.50*
.26
.22

VI
VII

. 14

• 6 7**

*.E. .05
**E. . 01

.XX -

pretest

• XX -

po~:t:teA:t

DISCUSSION
The general implications of the effects of this particular
training program appear to be in the desired direction.

The

training did have the effect of positively increasing the desired
job behaviors in an observable manner to participants, subordinates
and superiors of the trainees.

By evaluating the trainees eight

weeks after training in the job environment, it could be concluded
from the results that a transfer of learning from the training
situation to the job situation did occur, was observed, and proved
to be measurable.
Participants Evaluation Survey
The majority of the studies in the research literature makes
use (refer to Issues and Problems section of the study) of opinion
surveys of training program participants.

Generally speaking, it

has been shown that the more satisfied the trainees are with the
course, the greater benefits they anticipated and the more they
actually accomplished on the job.

However, few measurements of

on-the-job training transfer have been attempted.

Therefore, this

study attempted to use both of these evaluation methods, recognizing
the importance of the results along differing dimensions.
The Participants Evaluation Survey results show that the
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trainees rated the teaching techniques and methods used for the Behavioral skills significantly greater than those used for the Cogntiive skills.

This would support the current literature which shows

a higher rate of learning through simulations, role plays, active
group discussion, business games and concrete feedback procedures
than by exclusive use of lecture and visual aids.

It should also

be noted that the participants' attitudes reflected a greater need

for and anticipated use of the behavioral skills than the cognitive
skills.

It should not be implied from this that the cognitive skills

should be deleted from a training program.

It is recognized that

these areas provide the necessary organizational background, structure and information required.

Further, it is suggested that a

more effective method of presentation of this material be developed,
utilizing similar techniques as those used for the Behavioral Skills.
It should be noted that the questions used in this survey were
specific to this Training Program.

The answers and comments are to

be utilized for this Program and should not be generalized to other
observations beyond training methods and content usefulness.
Verification of Training Impact on Performance
This study utilized three measurement tools to evaluate the
effectiveness of the training program.

Two of these, How Supervise?

and the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal, are commonly used
methods for training evaluation, although How Supervise? has greater
Proven reliability and usage for this level of supervision.

This
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fact was demonstrated in the current study wherein the trainees
demonstrated greater improvement in How Supervise?, particularly
the third section, Supervisor Opinions, where the improvement was
statistically significant.

It is suggested that the overall lack

of improvement on Watson-Glaser may be due to the fact that the
skills measured

by

this test were not specifically part of the

curricula.
The third measurement technique involved an evaluation of the
supervisory subjects' performance across seven skills and from
three viewpoints - subordinate, self and superior.

These seven

skill area matched the skills taguht in the Training Program.
Supervisor Performance Ratings

In general, the results of these evaluations show significant
improvement of the trained subjects in the subordinate and superior
evaluations, but not the self evaluation.

The fact that the

trainees did not evaluate themselves as having improved to the
same degree as their subordinates and superiors is supported by
Elkins (1977, p. 306) who, reporting on his own study, states that
.,at the

end

of the course, participants were less confident of their

ability to perform their jobs than they were at the beginning.
Such a result may well reflect an early phase in complex behavior
change through learning, viz., a temporary loss of confidence that
results from questioning ones' habitual modes of

behavior.~~

The

trained subjects rated themselves lower than did their superiors
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on all seven skills (in the post training evaluations) except for
Oral Communications.

In comparison with the subordinates' eval-

uation, the trained subjects rated themselves lower on all seven
skills.

In the pre-training evaluations, the comparisons among

the three ratings were mixed.
It should be noted in reviewing the subordinates• evaluations
that the subordinates who evaluated their supervisor before the
training program, were not in every case the same subordinates who
performed the evaluations eight weeks after the training.

This

was due to several factors - transfer of supervisors and/or subordinates to new departments after the training program, absence
of subordinates during the pre- or post-training evaluations, etc.
In reviewing Table 4 of the Results section, it may be seen
that the differences between the post training and pre training
mean scores are relatively small for the Untrained Group.

This is

to be expected since there was no treatment effect anticipated.
A significant change, in either direction, would cas suspicion on
the eventual comparison between the Trained and Untrained Group
scores.

The mean score presented in Table 4 are a summation of the

average ratings for the seven

skills.

Thus if these mean scores

are then divided by seven, an overall average rating may be obtained.

These data are presented in Table 17.

According to Blanz and Ghiselli (1972, p.l93), a mean rating
of exactly 4.00 would indicate a total lack of leniency error.
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TABLE 17

AVERAGE RATINGS
TRAINED AND UNTRAINED GROUPS

Group

Pre-Test

Post-Test

Difference

X

x

0

Form A - Subordinates• Rating
Trained
Untrained

4.89
4.75

5.52
4.49

+0.63
+0.26

Form B - Self Rating

Trained
Untrained

4.44
4.44

4. 81
4. '51

+0.37
+ .07

Form C - Superiors• Rating
Trained
Untrained

4.33

4.35

5. 18
4.53

+0.85
+0.18
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The question to be ansered then becomes: Is the average subordinate
post-test rating of 5.52 due to leniency/halo error or due to the
training program? The significant increase of the inter-correlations of the seven traits in the post-test data of the subordinate
scale (versus the pre-test) would indicate that the trained subjects had changed (from random levels prior to training to constant
levels after training) across all seven traits to the extent that
the subordinates could no longer distinguish among them.
Side Effect5 of Training
There were several direct results of the Training Program which
were not part of the original intent of this study and which will
be reported here anecdotally.

As mentioned by Belasco and Trice

(1969), and replicated here, the Training Program afforded the participants an opportunity to share problems not only with peers
with the same responsibilities, but also with those who had different areas of responsibility (manufacturing versus quality).
That this opportunity was a viable necessity was evident during the
first day of training when the participants very quickly and
readily began to communicate their organizational concerns to
each other.

At first these problems were expressed as being sol-

vable only if .. you people in (department) did your job on time.u
Very quickly, as each trainee stated his side of the story, the
total group began to express understanding of the total unified
problem solving required.

This led to the development of an aura
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of mutual appreciation (admittedly non-measurable) which carried
through the entire duration of the program.
During early stage of training, it quickly became apparent to
the experimenters that a key problem area was communications - the
trainees expressed displeasure regarding the lack of information
being filtered down to their level.

This concern was transmitted

to the Company•s upper level management.

As a result, a comm-

unications audit was performed and steps taken to correct the situation.

This was admittedly an advantage of working with a small

group of subjects.
A distinct advantage to the company now is the existence of the
pre-test data on untrained subjects.

These data can be used to

identify the supervisors who are most in need of training, an evaluation which can also identify those who are distinctly promotable
to higher levels of management.

The pre- and post-training data

can and will be presented to each subject, assuming he is receptive to same, for his own personal information and possible
self-development.
Finally, as an unintended (certainly unexpected) measure of

the trainees• evaluation of the program, there was a letter signed
by all trainees, directed to upper management.

In this letter,

they stated a) how beneficial they felt the program had been for
them in specific terms; b) the need for all supervisors to attend
a similar program; and c) in flattering terms, their appreciation
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to the facilitators.
Implications
Through the development of this training evaluation study, the
difficulty in developing external criteria measures was experienced; however, the value of using such measures was more fully
recognized.

We chose to develop and use on-the-job performance

ratings and recommend that such measure be extended to include
such variables as productivity, absenteeism, scrap rate, grievance rates, etc, as long as the skills required for the control
of these variables are included in the content of the training
program.

Certainly an obvious implication of this study is the

necessity to match skills taught in training to the evaluation
procedure.

It is then implicit that the evaluation be a part of

the training program structure.
Implications for this particular organization would be to
extend the training program to the subjects in the Untrained
Group.

When this has been accomplished, the external criteria

mentioned above could then be evaluated.

At the present time,

under the present structure of the organization, the trained
group represented too small a sample size to facilitate such
an investigation.
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Appendix A
Background Information
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION
We ask your cooperation in filling out this information sheet as
honestly and completely as possible. The information provided will
be treated as confidential.
1. Name:

------------------------------------------------

2a. Age: _ _ _ 2b. Sex: _ _ _ 2c. Dept: ___ 2d. Race: __
3. Classification:

--------------------------

4. Number of workers supervised: - - - - - - - - 5. Immediate Supervisor:
6. Education: (Please check)
a. Less than 12th grade
b. High School graduate
c. One to two years college
d. Three to four years college
e. College graduate

7. Total years experience with MDAC
8. Amount of time spent in present position --------------9. Years supervisory experience with MDAC - - - - - - - 10. Years supervisory experience with other companies _ _ __
11. List management courses attended at MDAC _ _ _ _ _ _ __
12. Your future goals=~~~~------------~----~
13. Do you have any reluctance about attending training?
Yes

No

If YES, Why? - - - - - - - - - - -
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14. What was your reaction when told you were going to attend this
program?

---------------------------------------------

15. How does your supervisor feel about this program?
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Appendix B
Content of the Training Program
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MANAGERIAL SKILLS WORKSHOP

Program Content
The Managerial Skills Workshop is divided into two broad categories:

Cognitive Skills and Behavioral Skills.

The Cognitive

Skills contained seven modules; the Behavioral Skills had six
modules.
Cognitive Skills
The first seven modules of the Program fell within the category
of cognitive skills.

These modules provided basic information

to the trainees which related primarily to procedural matters.
Because the trainer provided the bulk of the information as an
expert, the principle teaching method used was lecture, with
discussion and case study as appropriate.

Although these modules

were placed in one category, they were not taught consecutively.
Instead, they were integrated with the modules of the behavioral
skills category.

Even though lecture formed a major part of the

training technique, the trainees were actively involved in group
discussion.

The purpose of this was to continuously involve the

participants in the program as active, not passive members.

The

Cognitive Skills Modules are as follows, listed in the order they
were taught:
Module 1:
I.

Labor Relations

Why do labor unions exist in the U.S.?
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II.
III.

IV.
V.

Basic Tenets of Labor law
History of labor unions at the company
The Union-Company Collective Bargaining Agreement
Grievance handling.

Module 2:
I.

Safety

Primary factors involved in accidents
A.

The Environment - air, water, workplace, tools,
machinery.

How they affect safety.

Inadequate design,

lack of maintenance, toxicity.
B.

How we can change it - communicate, identify

C.

Human Behavior
Interaction with the environment
Why human beings take risks
Will they take risks if they know there is a very
probability that it will lead to serious injury?
How to modify unsafe behavior - the role of positive
reinforcement.

II.
III.
IV.

Workmen•s Compensation
Reporting of accidents and injuries.
OSHA

Module 3:
I.

Employe Assistance Program

Introduction
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II.

Recognition of a problem employe

III.

Examples of unacceptable behavior

IV.
V.

Recognition of chemical/behavioral disorders
Available community resources.

Module 4:

EEO - Affirmative Action

{Reference:

Mitnick, M.M. Equal employment opportunity and

affirmative action:

a managerial training guide.

Personnel

Journal, October, 1977}
I.

Introduction:

Laws and enforcement agencies -why the

company is required to prepare a written AAP and which
agency conducts the compliance review.
II.

Meaning of EEO and Affirmative Action

III.

Content of Affirmative Action Programs

IV.

V.

A.

Introduction

B.

Major Statistical Components

Types of Discrimination
A.

Disparate Treatment

B.

Disparate Effect

C.

Present Effects of Past Discrimination

Penalties
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VI.

Employment Practices Affected

A.

Recruiting

B.

Interviewing

c.

Selection

D.

Discharge

E.

Other Practices Affected

VII. The Company's AAP
VIII. Conclusions
(The remaining three modules were taught by outside instructors,
experts in their particular fields.)
Module 5:

Quality Program

The goal of this module was to facilitate the understanding of
the Quality Program, the need for quality control, governmentcompany requirements, the role of the supervisor in quality
control and how requirements are translated into factory work
order procedures.
Module 6:

Job

Taught by Deputy Director- Qual.

Instruction Training

The goal of this module was to facilitate the learning of those
skills related to giving on the job instruction.

Trainees were

acquainted with step by step instructional methods and were then
given the opportunity to role play, one being the instructor, the
other the worker.

Taught by the Factory Instructor - Training
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Module 7:

Company Policies and Procedures

The goal was to present methods and procedures by which work is
accomplished in the company.

Need for control was stressed who

is responsible for what, forms used
Supervisor, Procedural Control.

by

trainees.

Taught

by
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Behavioral Skills
The following Behavioral Skills Modules were taught, listed in
the order they were presented.
Module 1:

Perception

General: The activities in this module were designed to assist
the trainees in developing their perceptual skills. The overall
goal was to impress the trainees with the advantages of considering
and recognizing all incoming data and the need to be flexible
enough to change opinion with the new data as it becomes available.

OUTLINE
Total Time:

16 Hours (2 days)

Day 1
Introduction and Lecture
8:00-8:15
Pioneer Company Exercise (In-Basket)
8:15-12:15
Lunch
12:15-12:45
Inter-Relations Test - In Basket
12:45-1:45
Data Perception and inter-relations
Person Perception
Organization Review
Script I (Ref: In-Basket)
1:45-2:00
Break
2:00-2:15
Work Attitude Problem (Group Problem Solving)
2:15-3:45
Review Activities
3:45-4:00
Hand out Form F (Adjective Exercise) G (Nomination Exercise}, Black White assumption Scale
for take home study
Day 2
Review Forms F, G and Black White Assumption
8:00-8:45
Jason
Department Store Exercise (In Basket)
8:45-12:45
Lunch
12:45-1:30
Tests on In Basket
1:30-2:30
Data Perception and Inter Relations
Person Perception
2:30-3:00
Break
3:00-3:40
Script II (Ref: In Basket)
3:40-4:00
Perceptual Discrepancy Scale
4:00-4:30
Differential Perception Exercise H
All material, except the Black White Assumption Scale are copyright Assessment Designs Inc., used with permission. The Black
White Scale was developed by McDonnell Douglas Corp.
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Module 2:

Conflict Resolution

General: This module concentrated on the identification of
sensitive behaviors and provided the trainees with the opportunities to practice those behaviors.
OUTLINE
Total Time:

12 Hours 91-1/2 days)
Day 1

8:00-8:45
8:45-10:15

10:15-10:30
10: 30- 11 : 15
ll :15-12:15

12:15-1:00
1 :00-1 :45

1:45-3:00
3:00-3:15
3:15-5:00
8:00-9:00
9:00-9:30
9:30-9:45
9:45-12:00

12:00-12:30

Exercise A - Lecture
Exercise B - Acknowledging Feelings of Others
Practice Exercise 2, Reflective Listening
Break
Exercise C-Reflective Listening-groups of 3
Exercise D-Case Studies
#1 - Ryland Electronics Study
#2 - Amkern Production Study
Lunch
Movies: 11 Eye of the Supervisor .. , 11 Absenteei sm 11
Exercise E-Conflict Resolution, Role Plays (2)
#1-Worker and Personnel Mgr.
#2-Production Mgr. and Personnel Mgr.
Break
Agency for Inner Cities (In-Basket)
Day 2
Role Play - Transtar Railway System
Movie 51"-18"
Break
Leaderless Group Discussion: Railroad Transportation System
Semantic Differential Scale

All materials, except the movies, are copyright Assessment
Design, Inc. used with permission.
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Module 3:

Organizing and Planning

General: This module included activities which stressed the
behavioral approach to the skills of organizing and planning
involved incurrent management development

OUTLINE
Total Time:
Note:

12 Hours (1-1/2 days)
Day 1

This module commenced in the afternoon, immediately
after lunch)

1:00-1:30
1 :30-2: 15
2:15-4:15

4:15-4:30
8:00-8:15
8: 15-10: 15
10:15-12:00
12:00-1:00
1 : 00-1 : 15
1:15-3:15

3:15-3:30
3:30-3:45
3:45-4:30

Review of past week's activities and diaries
Lecture - Organizing and Planning
Budget Committee Exercise (In Basket)
Review
Day 2
Review of previous day
Activity Ordering Exercise
Take Charge Exercise (Groups of 2)
Present findings to class
Lunch
Review
Middleton Emergency Problem (3 groups)
Break
Organizing and Planning Review
Preview of JIT (for following week)

All materials copyright Assessment Designs, Inc. used with
pennission.
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Module 4:

Decision Making

General: This module concentrated on the process of decision
making: types, alternative ideas generation, selection of a
solution with the ability to modify the decision with
additional incoming data.

OUTLINE
Total Time:
8:00-8:30
8:30-9:30
9:30-9:45
9:45-11:45
11:45-12:45
12:45-1:45
1:45-3:45

8 Hours

Lecture: Problem Solving
Problem Solving Format, using Form #7
Break
Mark Brothers Exercise (Problem Solving)
Lunch
Departmental Allocation Exercise
Desert Survival Problem

Desert Survival is copyright and purchased from Experiential
Learning Methods, Plymouth, Michigan.
All other materials are copyright Assessment Designs, Inc.
used with permission.
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Module 5:

Written and Oral Communication

General: This module tied in perception, conflict resolution
organizing and planning and presented then, methods of effective communications. Exercises were provided which gave each
of the trainees opportunities to practice written and oral
communications with immediate feedback from the other
trainees and the facilitators.

OUTLINE
Total Time:

8

Hours, taking place in two half

day

sessions.

Day 1
1:00-1:30
1:30-3:00

3:00-3:15
3:15-5:00

Lecture
Written Presentations
Written recommendations to supervisor for
promotion of one of their staff members.
Oral Presentation to the group
Discussion
Break
Jamerson Refuse Exercise (Problem Employee)
Day 2

8:00-9:00
9:00-10:00
10:00-10:15
10: 15- 11 : 15

11 : 15-11 : 45

Audience Analysis and Adaptation Exercise
Data Gathering and Support: Fletcher Exercise
Break
Delivery Exercise
Verbal Delivery
Non-Verbal Delivery
Review and Wrap-Up

All materials are Copyright Assessment Designs, Inc. used with
pennission.
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Module 6:

Leadership and Motivation

General: This module was the culmination of the behavioral
skills category. As such it combined and integrated all
modules preceding it, both behavioral and cognitive. The goal
was not only to teach what leadership is, but of more importance,
what behaviors are indicative of leadership capability.
Activities included observing examples of effective/non-effective
leadership behaviors, identification of same, and opportunities
to display personal leadership behaviors. The section on motivation was added to the experimenters as an important, previously
identified skill required by the trainees not only for themselves,
but also as a 11 how do we motivate our workers? ..

OUTLINE
Total Time:
1:00-2:00
2:00-2:30
2:30-3:45

3:45-4:00
4:00-4:30
8:00-10:00

10:00-10:15
10: 1 5- 12 : 1 5
12: 15- T: 15
1:15-2:15
2:15-2:45

2:45-3:00
3:00-4:00
4:00-4:30
4:30-5:00

12 Hours (1-1/2 days)

Day 1
Film: "23-28"
Discuss Film
View "RAM" Video Tape (Leaderless Group
Discussion) Trainees identify effective/noneffective behaviors of LGD subjects.
Break
Discuss LGD
Day 2
Political Problem (LGD), two groups
Individual review of problem
Group Discussion
Complete Leadership Questionnaire
Discussion
Break
Work Group Task
Lunch
Relating Workshop to on the job behaviors
Film: .. Behaviorism and the Bottom Line ..
Break
Lecture and group discussion - Motivation
Review Program, complete evaluation forms
Graduation

Exercises are copyright Assessment Designs, Inc., used with
permission. RAM video tape and 11 Behaviorism and the Bottom Line"
are the property of the Psychology Department of the Florida
Technological University.
Movie "23-28" is the property of the McDonnell Douglas Corp.
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Appendix C
Card Sort
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CARD SORT
The following table presents the results of the Card Sort conducted on six Assistant Foremen and two Foremen in April 1978 and
on eleven Directors in May 1978. The left column lists the statements printed on each card. The sequence of the listing is purely
random. There are two rows of numbers across from each listing.
These rows show the number of firsts (most important), seconds
(second important), etc., through tenth {least important) for each
of the ten cards. The top row pertains to the floor supervisors'
rankings; the bottom row {in parentheses) pertains to the Directors'
rankings.

The correlation between the two groups was calculated for each
n value shown under each item.
of the ten items. This is the r=
Correlation in this case attempts to show the degree of agreement
between the two groups as to the order of importance for each item.
A cursory review of these data indicates excellant agreement on
How to plan and organize my work" (very important to both groups),
good agreement on 11 How to handle union grievances", (unimportant to
both groups) and complete disagreement on "How to communicate with
other departmentsu - all but one Director felt this to be important;
all floor supervisors felt it to be unimportant.
However. tje correlation coefficient is highly sensitive to the
specific ranking selected by both groups. If instead, we divide
the rankings into generally important (First through Fifth) and
generally unimportant (Sixth through Tenth) and then compare the
two groups, we can arrive at further conclusions:
11

11

l. The following items are considered relatively unimportant
by all or most individuals in both groups:
a. How to reward my employes.
b. How to handle union grievanc~s.
c. How to understand the union contract.
d. How to administer discipline.
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2. The following items are considered relatively important
all or most individuals in both groups:
a. How to plan and organize my work.
b. How to get more work accomplished by my employes.
c. How to train my people.
d. How to match jobs with available people.

by

3. The two groups differ completely on how to communicate with
other departments. With regard to company rules, policy,
etc., the floor supervisors were split as to importance;
the Directors for the most part felt it to be unimportant.
4. The card sort presents one contradiction within both groups.
How to get more work accomplished by my people,. is a
motivational conceptand both groups agreed it was at least
relatively important. Depending on an individual •s management philosophy, motivation is achieved either by reward
of by discipline or a combination of the two. Both groups,
however, felt reward and discipline to be relatively unimportant. If historical motivational tools are unimportant, but motivation is important, what then do we use to
motivate? Is it possible that both groups fail to recognize
any available reward mechanisms? Or do both groups find
discipline to be distasteful? If management tools are
considered unavilable for use, or we dislike using them,
their value is certainly in question.
11

r=+.34
Understand the union contract
r=+ . 45
Administer discipline
r=+.05
Communicate with other departments
r=-.90
Match jobs with available people
r=+.56

Train people

4
( 5)

Plan &Organize my work
r=+ . 86
Reward my employes
r=+ . 55
Handle union grievances
r=+.71
Understand rules, policy, regulations
r=+.52
Get more work accomplished by
employes
r=+. 135

(1)

(2)

(2)

(l )

4

1st

How to:
-

5
(2)

1
(2)

(2)

( 3)

3
( 1)

(1)

(2)

4th

( 3)

( 1)

(1)

6

(3)

(1)

l

3rd

Card Sort Results

( 1)

2

{2)

(2)

2

(3)

1

3
(3)

2nd

(2)

( 1)

1
(2)

(2)

4
{1 )

(1)

(2)
3

5th

3

(2)

( 1)

( 1)

(1)

(3)

2

(3)

3

6th

( 1)

4
( 1)
1

1

( 1)

(4)
1
( 1)

6

(2)
-

( 3)

(2)
1
( 1)

( 1)

1

8th

-

1
(5)

7th

-

(1)

(6)
1

( 1)

6
{3)

l

9th

( 1)
3

2

l
(2)

1

(2)

1
(6)

lOth

co
01
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Appendix D
Participants Evaluation
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Your honest and critical evaluation of the program you have
just completed will assist us in determining what changes, if any,
should be made to make it more useful to future classes. Your
confidentiality is assured. Please complete all sections.
1. Course Material

Evaluate the courses presented during this program as indicated below. Use the following key to indicate your opinion;
1-Excellant
2-Very Good
3-Good

4-Average
5-Below Average
6-Poor
Usefulness

Material

Instructor Method-Inst.

Labor Relations
Safety
Policy & Proced.
Quality
EEO
JIT

Perception
Conflict Reso 1.
Org. &Planning
Decision Making
Leadership
2. Describe your reaction to the staggered program schedule. Did
this allow you time to practice what you learned on the job? Would
you recommend a different schedule? If so, what type? __________

k. Increasing mY ability to evaluate performance.

j. Allowing me to resolve conflict.

i . Providing me with skills to listen to
other people.

h. Allowing me to better organize and plan
my job.

IllY abilities.

g. Providing me with feedback to measure

others.

f. Allowing my to share my problems with

e. Increasing mY ability to handle supervisory prob 1ems.

d. Increasing my self confidence in doing
my job.

c. Providing me with information I did not
previously have.

b. Providing me with skills to better perform
my job.

a. Allowing me to understand others problems.

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

3. Indicate the degree to which this program was helpful to you by placing a check under the appropriate number. Note that the lower the number, the more helpful was the program.
Very helpful
Helpful
Not Helpful
The Program was helpful in:

(X:)

(X)
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4. Did the use of the diary help/not help you in obtaining more
benefit from the program? Explain.

--------------------------

5. What changes, if any would you recommend be made in this
program?

-------------------------------------------------

6. What did you find to be most beneficial about the program in
genera 1?

-------------------------------------------------

7. What did you find to be least beneficial about the program in
general?-------------------------------------------------

B. Would you recommend this program for all supervisors?
(Check one)

----

-------------

Very definitely
Definitely
Probably
Maybe
No, not at all

9. You may use the space below to add any additional comments you
may have. _______________________________________________
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Appendix E
Supervisor Performance Evaluation
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SUPERVISOR'S PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
SCORING SYSTEM
Developed by Blanz and Ghiselli (1972)
There were three (3) descriptive statements developed for
each of the seven (7) skills, reflecting differing degrees of the
skill to be rated, i.e. poor, average, good.

The rater was asked

to respond to every description as he perceived that it fit the
11

supervisor to be rated", in the following way:
B - The supervisor's performance is better than this state-

ment.

E - The statement fits this supervisor•s performance.
W- Supervisor•s performance is not as good as this statement.
The statements were worded differently for each form, care
being taken that they should be equal in concept for each form.
Form A was used for subordinate ratings; form B was used for the
self-ratings; and form C was used for the superior's ratings.
The statements were mixed in a random order for each form to
reduce the possibility of the rater forming a clear picture of the
descriptive sets.

This forced the rater to rate the supervisor

with respect to each given statement separately.

Once the form

was completed, the answers were rearranged into the form of a
commonly employed rating scale, i.e., order of superiority, so
that all ratings on any particular trait could be viewed and
scored simultaneously.
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It was anticipated that through this procedure, (1) the errors
of halo and leniency could be reduced, and (2) the mixing would
provide a means for examining the dependability and reliability of
the ratings.
The numerical score assigned to each skill ranged from
1.0 (very poor) to 7.0 (excellent).

Overall scores, per total

rating on all seven (7) skills, had a possible range from 7.0
(very poor) to 49 (excellent).
The scoring system allows for logical and illogical (error)
scoring.

The logical combinations are faultless because there

are no reversals in the order with which the three (3) graded
descriptions are checked.

All other combinations of responses

to the three (3) statements are illogical and inconsistent, and
therefore in error, but this system has the attraction of allow-

ing these responses to be scored, identified, and an error score
could be calculated.

The determination of the consistency of rat-

ings (number of errors) amounts to a scalogram analysis.

A variety

of different sorts of error counts can be made depending upon the
type of accuracy with which one is concerned, e.g. number of
errors per ratee, number of errors per scale, or number of errors
per rater.
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LOGICAL SCORING SCALE
STATEMENTS:

1

2

(Poor)

(Average)

B

B
B

B

B

B

E

B

w
w
w

B

w
* E

3
(Good)

B
B

w
w
w
w
w

Points
7
6
5

4
2
1

1
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ILLOGICAL (ERROR) SCORING SCALE
STATEMENTS:

1

2

{Poor)

(Average)

E

B
B

B

7

B

7

B

E

6

* E
* E

B

E

6

E

B

6

E

B

5

w

B

w
w

B

E

B

w
w

B

5
5
5

B

E

B

4

w

E

B

E

E

E

4
4

w

E

E

4

B

E

E

3

w

E

w

3

E

E
w
w
w
w

w

2

E

2

B

2

B

1

E

1

w
w

*

E
E

w
w

3

(Good)

Points

*In using the scoring system, the experimenters isolated and
added the ratings so indicated to the original scale of
Blanz and Ghiselli.
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RANDOM

ORDER
ASSIGNED
I.

Decisiveness
A.

B.

Subordinate Scale
1.

Never takes action without consulting others.

1

2.

Will normally take action if the situation
demands it.

8

3.

In most situations, my supervisor is very
decisive.

15

Self-Rating Scale
1.

I am very hesitant to take action on my own

16

decisions without consulting others.

2.

Concerning routine matters of my job, I make
a fair amount of decisions on my own, but I
could be more independent.

1

3.

In most situations concerning my job,

9

decisive.
C.

I am very

Superior Scale
1.

Never makes decisions without consulting
others.

2.

Concerning routine matters of his job he
makes a fair amount of decisions on his own,
but could be more independent.

3.

In most situations concerning his job, is very 14
decisive.

7
21
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RANDOM
ORDER
ASSIGNED
II.

SENSITIVITY/CONFLICT RESOLUTION
A.

B.

C.

Subordinate Scale
1.

Our working relationship is not good. We have
frequent disagreements.

2.

We have an average work relationship. Fair to 16
me most of the time, but could be better.

3.

We have a very good relationship.
fair even when we disagree.

He/She is

2

9

Self-Rating Scale
1.

The relationship with most of my workers is
2
generally poor. We have frequent disagreements.

2.

My workers and I have an average work relation- 10
ship, occasionally disagreeing. It could be
improved.

3.

I have a very good work relationship with
my crew. If there are disagreements, the
reasons are usually sound and we reach
amicable decisions.

12

Superior•s Scale
1.

Under his direction the work does not proceed
efficiently nor without friction.

13

2.

He/she is not a born leader, but is as good as 19
most of the others who have supervisory positions.

3.

He/she is a skillful supervisor and gets his
workers to perform efficiently and according
to directions with little friction.

6
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RANDOM
ORDER
ASSIGNED
III. DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY - LEADERSHIP
A.

B.

C.

Subordinate Scale
1.

Does not allow me enough authority or freedom
to do my job properly.

10

2.

On routine matters, I feel I have authority to
do my job but I wish I had more freedom in
certain other situations concerning this job.

17

3.

My supervisor has great confidence in my
ability. He/she gives me full responsibility
to do my job.

3

Self-Rating Scale
1.

I have very limited confidence in my subordinates. I feel they perform better with close
supervision and direction.

18

2.

Generally, I find my workers capable of per8
fornJing routine jobs without close supervision,
but I don't delegate major responsibilities to them.

3.

I have complete confidence in the abilities of
mY workers and give them authority and freedom
to make decisions regarding the job quite often.

3

Superior Scale
1.

While he does have confidence in his subordinates, it is limited. He often keeps to himself decisions on matters which others delegate
to their workers.

2.

In minor matters, he/she gives responsibility to 5
subordinates; however, he delegates less frequently than he could,

3.

He/she has complete confidence in his workers
and never fails to delegate the responsibility
and authority they need to do tneir jobs.

11

20
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RANDOM
ORDER

ASSIGNED
IV.

PLANNING AND ORGANIZING
A.

B.

C.

Subordinate Scale
1.

Often careless and inaccurate.
schedule with our work.

Seldom on

11

2.

Our unit work is usually on schedule and my
supervisor seems efficient enough, but sometimes careless.

4

3.

Accurate and complete in scheduling and completing work assignment.

18

Self-Rating Scale
1.

I feel that I take too much time to complete
assignments and sometimes I do not finish. I
am often overwhelmed with work.

2.

Efficient enough; usually get through my
work in a reasonable amount of time.

3.

I complete scheduled work quickly,efficiently
and accurately. I try to anticipate problems
and plan in advance for my unit.

11

4
17

Superior Scale
l.

Takes too much time to finish work assignments.
Work shows signs of carelessness and is often
inaccurate or incomplete.

12

2.

Efficient enough, usually getting through
assignments and work in a reasonable time
period.

18

3.

Jl.ccura te, neat and camp 1ete work with no carelessness in evidence. Displays ability to
plan ahead.

4
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RANDOM
ORDER
ASSIGNED

V.

RECOGNITION OF ACCOMPLISHMENTS - PERCEPTION

A.

B.

C.

Subordinate Scale
1.

Rarely acknowledges when I do my job well.

5

2.

Sometimes sees that I get recognition for
doing a good job.

19

3.

Always makes sure that I receive full credit
when I do a good job.

12

Self-Rating Scale
1.

Rarely notice an individual worker's performance. My concern is with the end product.

2.

Generally, I try to see that my workers get
recognition for doing a good job.

20

3.

I always make sure that my subordinates
receive full credit for good performance.

12

5

Superior Scale
1.

Rarely praises the performance of an individual
worker.

2.

Will mention the good performance of his
subordinates, but in rather general terms.

16

3.

Always makes sure that the subordinate who has
performed well is recognized.

10

3
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RANDOM
ORDER
ASSIGNED
VI.

MOTIVATION LEVELJOB ENTHUSIASM (LEADERSHIP)
A.

B.

C.

Subordinate Scale
1.

Shows little interest or enthusiasm for his job. 20

2.

Generally interested in his work, but does not
show much enthusiasm.

3.

Anyone can tell that my supervisor enjoys his
job.

13
6

Self-Rating Scale
1.

I am bored with my job and I find little
satisfaction in it.

19

2.

Although I am interested in my job, I find
it difficult to be enthusiastic.

14

3.

I thoroughly enjoy my job and find it very
satisfying.

6

Superior Scale
1.

Seldom displays any interest or enthusiasm for
his job.

8

2.

Although he seems interested in his job, he
displays little enthusiasm for it.

2

3.

Displays enthusiasm and interest for his work.

17
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RANDOM

ORDER
ASSIGNED
VII. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

A.

Subordinate Scale
1.

Is often difficult to understand.

21

2.

Although I usually understand my instructions,
my supervisor doesn t communicate with me as
much as I would like.

14

1

3.

B.

C.

My supervisor is direct and open in communieating.

7

Self-Rating Scale
1.

My workers rarely have anything to say that is
worth listening to. I try to keep explanations
and instructions short.

7

2.

I communicate with my workers and superiors
when it is necessary.

13

3.

I am usually open and direct with my workers,
and encourage their questions because it shows
interest and concern in their work.

21

Superior Scale
1.

Has a tendency to get into unnecessary conflicts 1
with other people. Is often difficult to understand.

2.

Communicates with others when necessary and gets
along with most workers.

3.

Direct and open in communicating. Manages to
express disagreement and effect compromise
while remaining on good terms.

9
15
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SUPERVISOR EVALUATION FORM (A)

DEPARTMENT NO.
SUPERVISOR'S NAME (To Be Rated)

----------------------

Please describe your supervisor by responding to each statement
below using the following scale:
(B)

My supervisor is better than this statement

(E)

This statement fits my supervisor's performance

(W)

My supervisor's performance is worse than this statement

For example: If you decide that your supervisor 1 s performance
exceeds that described by the statement -- "Is generally neat in
appearance .. -- you would circle the (B) sign: B E W

Read all the items carefully.
Please do not omit any of the items.
My supervisor is the sort who:
1.

Never takes action without consulting others.

B E W

2.

Our working relationship is not good. We have
frequent disagreements.

B E W

3.

My supervisor has great confidence in my ability.

B E W

4.

Our unit work is usually on schedule and my supervisor seems efficient enough, but sometimes careless.

B E W

5.

Rarely acknowledges when I do my job well.

B E w

6.

Anyone can tell that my supervisor enjoys his job.

B E w

7.

My supervisor is direct and open in communicating.

B E w

8.

Will normally take action if the situation demands it. B E

9.

We have a very good relationship.
even when we disagree.

He/she gives me full responsibility to do my job.

He/she is fair

B E

w
w
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EVALUATION FORM (A)

(Cont•d)

10.

Does not allow me enough authority or freedom to
do my job properly.

B E W

11.

Often careless and inaccurate.
with our work.

B E W

12.

Always makes sure that I receive full credit when
I do a good job.

B E

13.

Generally interested in his/her work, but does not
show much enthusiasm.

B E W

14.

Although I usually understand my instructions, my
supervisor doesn•t communicate with me as much
as I would like.

B E W

15.

In most situations, my supervisor is very decisive.

B E W

16.

We have an average work relationship.
most of the time but could be better.

Fair to me

B E W

17.

On routine matters, I feel I have authority to do
my job but I wish I had more freedom in other
situations concerning this job.

B E W

18.

Accurate and complete in scheduling and completing
work assignments.

B E W

19.

Sometimes sees that I get recognition for doing a
good job.

B E W

20.

Shows little interest or enthusiasm for his/her job. B E W

21.

Is often difficult to understand.

Seldom on schedule

w

B E W
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SCORE SHEET
SUPERVISOR RATING FORM (A)
Statements
Traits
Trait I: Deciseiveness
Random Assignment
Item Rating

1 (Poor)

2(Average)

3 (Good)

1

8

15

2

16

9

10

17

3

11

4

18

5

19

12

Trait VI: Leadership
Random Assignment
Item Rating

20

13

6

Trait VII: Comm.
Random Assignment
Item Rating

21

14

7

Trait II: Conflict Reso.
Random Assignment
Item Rating
Trait III: Delegation of
Authority
Random Assignment
Item Rating
Trait IV: O&P
Random Assignment
Item Rating
Trait V:

Recognition of
Accomplishment
Random Assignment
Item Rating

POINT TOTAL:- - -

Points
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SUPERVISOR EVALUATION FORM (B)
NAME

-------------------------------------------------

DEPARTMENT NO.
NUMBER OF WORKERS UNDER YOUR SUPERVISION

-----------------

Please describe your own performance by responding to each
statement below using the following scale:
My performance is better than this statement
(E) This statement fits my performance
(W) My performance is worse than this statement
For example: If you decude that your performance exceeds that
described by the statement -- Is generally neat in appearance ..
-- you would circle the (B) sign: B E W
(B)

11

Read all the items carefully.
Please do not omit any of the items.
I am the sort of supervisor who:
1.

Concerning routine matters of my job, I make a fair
amount of decisions on my own, but I could be
more independent.

B E W

2.

The relationship with most of workers is generally
poor. We have frequent disagreements.

B E W

3.

I have complete confidence in the abilities of my
workers and give them authority and freedom to
make decisions regarding the job quite often.

B E W

4.

Efficient enough; usually get through my work in a
reasonable amount of time.

B E W

5.

Rarely notice an individual worker's performance.
My concern is with the end product.

B E W

6.

I thoroughly enjoy my job and find it very satisfying.B

7.

My workers rarely have anything to say that is worth B E W
listening to. I try to keep explanations and
instructions short.

E W

EVALUATION FORM (B) (Cont d)
1
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8.

Generally, I find my workers capable of performing
routine jobs without close supervision, but I don't
delegate major responsibilities to them.

B E W

9.

In most situations concerning my job, I am very
decisive.

B E W

10.

My workers and I have an average work relationship
occasionally disagreeing. It could be improved.

B E W

11.

I feel that I take too much time to complete assign- B E W
ments and sometimes I do not finish.
overwhelmed with work.

12.

I am often

I always make sure that my subordinates receive

B E W

full credit for good performance.
13.

I communicate with my workers and superiors when
it is necessary.

B E W

14.

Although I am interested in my job, I find it
difficult to be enthusiastic.

B E W

15.

I have a very good relationship with my crew.

B E W

If there are disagreements, the reasons are
usually sound and we reach amicable decisions.
16.

I am very hesitant to take action on my own

B E W

decisions without consulting others.
17.

I complete scheduled work quickly, efficiently

B E W

and accurately. I try to anticipate problems
and plan in advance for my unit.
18.

I have very limited confidence in my subordinates.

B E W

I feel they perform better with close supervision

and direction.

19.

I am bored with my job and I find little satisfact- B E W
ion in it.

20.

Generally, I try to see that my workers get recognition for doing a good job.

B E W

21.

I am usually open and direct with my workers, and
encourage their questions because it shows
interest and concern in their work.

B E W
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SCORE SHEET
SUPERVISOR RATING FORM (B)
Traits
Trait I: Oeciseiveness
Random Assignment
Item Rating
Trait II: Conflict Reso.
Random Assignment
Item Rating

1 (Poor)
16

Statements
2(Average)

3(Good)

1

9

2

10

15

18

8

3

11

4

17

5

20

12

Trait VI: Leadership
Random Assignment
Item Rating

19

14

6

Trait VII: Comm.
Random Assignment
Item Rating

7

13

21

Trait III:

Delegation of
Authority
Random Assignment
Item Rating

Trait IV: O&P
Random Assignment
Item Rating
Trait V:

Recognition of
Accomplishment
Random Assignment
Item Rating

POINT TOTAL:

Points
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SUPERVISOR EVALUATION FORM (C)
YOUR NAME

---------------------------------------------POSITION OR DEPARTMENT NUMBER
---------------------------NAME OF SUPERVISOR BEING RATED
--------------------------SUPERVISOR'S DEPARTMENT NO.
Please describe the supervisor s performance being rated by
responsing to each statement below using the following scale:
1

(B)

Supervisor's performance is better than this statement

(E)

This statement fits his/her performance

(W)

Supervisor's performance is worse than this statement

For example: If you decide the supervisor's performance exceeds
that described by the statement -- "Is generally neat in appearance" -- you would circle the (B) sign: B E W
Read all the items carefully.
Please do not omit any of the items.

is the sort of supervisorwho:
------------------------------1. Has a tendency to get into unnecessary conflicts with other
people.

Is often difficult to understand.

B E W

2.

Although he seems interested in his/her job, he/she displays
little enthusiasm for it.
B E W

3.

Rarely praises the performance of an individual
worker.

B E W

4.

Accurate, neat and completes work with no carelessness in evidence. Displays ability to plan ahead.

B E W

5.

In minor matters, he/she gives responsibility to

B E W

subordinates; however, delegates less frequently
than he could.
6.

Is a skillful supervisor and gets his workers to
perform efficiently and according to directions
with little friction.

B E W

109

EVALUATION FORM (C) (Conttd)

w

7.

Never makes decisions without consulting others.

8 E

8.

Seldom displays any interest or enthusiasm for his
job.

8

9.

Communicates with others when necessary and gets
with most workers.

B E W

10.

Always makes sure that the subordinate who has
performed well is recognized.

B E W

11.

While he/she does have confidence in subordinates,
it is limited. Often keeps to himself decisions
on matters which others delegate to their workers.

8 E W

12.

Takes too much time to finish work assignment.
Work shows signs of carelessness and is often
inaccurate or incomplete.

B E W

13.

Under his/her direction the work does not proceed
efficiently nor without friction.

8 E W

14.

In most situations concerning his job, is very

B E W

decisive.

E W

15.

Direct and open in communicating. Manages to
express disagreement and effect compromise while
remaining on good terms.

B E W

16.

Will mention the good performance of his subordinates, but in rather general terms.

8

17 .

Displays interest and enthusiasm for his work.

B E w

18.

Efficient enough, usually getting through assignments and work in a reasonable time period.

B E

19.

He/she is not a born leader, but is as good as most B E W
of the others who have supervisory positions.

20.

Has complete confidence in his workers and never
fails to delegate the responsibility and authority
they need to do their jobs.

B E W

21.

Concerning routine matters of his job, he makes a
fair amount of decisions on his own, but could be
more independent.

B E W

E

w
w
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SCORE SHEET
SUPERVISOR RATING FORM (C)
Traits
Trait I: Deciseiveness
Random Assignment
Item Rating

1 (Poor)

Statements
2(Average)

3(Good) Points

7

21

14

13

19

6

11

5

20

12

i8

4

3

16

10

Trait VI: Leadership
Random Assignment
Item Rating

8

2

17

Trait VII:
Comm.
Random Assignment
Item Rating

1

9

15

Trait II: Conflict Reso.
Random Assignment
Item Rating
Trait III: Delegation of
Authority
Random Assignment
Item Rating
Trait IV: O&P
Random Assignment
Item Rating
Trait V:

Recognition of
Accomplishment
Random Assignment
Item Rating

POINT TOTAL

---
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